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Introduction 

Tlie Xatlonal Mhtary Strategy (NM) IS the force structure roadmap the Chairman of the 

Jomt Chiefs of Staff provides to the President, the National Secunty Council and the Secretary of 

Defense ’ In lzls cover letter mtroducmg the 1995 Xatlonal mhtary Strategy, General 

Shahkashvlh emphasizes that “dramatic events compnsmg the end of the Cold War and the 

dermse of the Soviet Union, as well as longer-term economic, demographx, envn-onmental and 

technological developments, have profoundly altered the international security environment ” He 

fiuther “defines” the new security challenges as more ambiguous and equally dangerous * 

The most challenging aspect of the current NMS IS the 1993 Bottom Up Revzew (BUR) m 

reouu-ement that U S rmhtary forces be capable of fighting and wmnmg two major regional 

contingencies - nearly simultaneously 

With U S Armed Forces begmnmg then- mnth consecutive year of force structure 

drawdown, and the thu-d anmversary of the BUR approachm,, 0 are U S forces able to support the 

two-MIX requirement 7 First, there IS growing concern over the “amount” of U S rmhtary 

forces available to declslvely fight and wm t\\o MRCs Crltlcs argue that a gap exists between the 

planned BUR force structure and budget reality A second closely related concern goes to the 

shape of U S rmhtary forces - the relevance and agility of major force structure elements to 

counter those “equally dangerous, ambiguous threats” referenced by General Shahkashvrh With 

approxlTately two-thxds of the current DOD budget and Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) 

allocatec/ for manpower, operations and upkeep of the exlstma force structure, sufliclent dollars 

are not programmed for force reshaping modermzatlon programs 

With the above concerns as lead-ins, four issues central to U S military strategy versus the 

size and shape of U S mlhtary forces ~111 be evammed m this paper First, the kahdlty of the 
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“two-NRC” requirement IS revle\+ed and examples of budgetary shortfalls lmpactmg the ability to 

field adequate forces discussed Second, as a resource-constrained DOD budget IS a reality, a 

dlscusaop ways to use force structure trade-offs to fund modermzatlon programs 1s provided 

Thn-d, an alternative to the two-MRC core requirement will be discussed Finally, and as part of 

thus papef’s conclusions, key polmcal issues associated with the major sh& m TZ S nuhtary 

strate,T proposed by this paper will be assessed 

Two Maior Regional Contingencies: Can We Pay the Bills? 

On 1 September 1993. Secretary of Defense Les Aspm published the Bottom Up Revzav, 

an assessment of the Umted States nuhtary’s post-Cold War force structure requirements Cltmg 

an “era of neul dangers”, this reblew outlined the strategy, force structure, modermzatlon 

programs, mdustnal base and infrastructure needed to meet the changing threat 3 Major active 

force sthcture elements of the BUR are summarized below 

Service Force Structure 

141r Force 13 hr Wings 

Kavy 11 + 1 (reserve) carriers 

hy 1 r3 Dlvlslons 

Marines 3 Dlvlslons (law) 

(Total active duty manpower - 1 445 m&on personnel by FY99) 

Subseqyent to releasing the BUR, debate began m earnest over the nusmatch between the size of 

the force called for by the BUR and the level of resource dollars programmed to pay the bill The 

Govervent Accountmg Office estimated that the BUR force was underfUnded by apprommately 

$50 billion over the FYDP The Congressional Budget Office’s proJection was bleaker - a S150 

bllhon fimdmg shortfall ’ Early m 1994, the Atr Force Senlce Chief General Memll &Peak, 
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complamed about the rmsmatch between the programmed BUR force structure and the budget, 

pubhcly stating that an addltlonal 10-l 5 percent cut m hr Force ‘-BCT’R” force was required to 

meet budget constraints 

Coupled \mth the fimdmg issues hlghhghted above are concerns about the size of the force 

versus fighting and wmnmg two near-simultaneous MRCs Durmg the BUR process the &r 

Force argued for 22 fighter wmgs to counter a two-MJXC “wm-hold-win” strategy, but ended up 

with 20 wmgs for a “wm-win” strategy * tier a American - Egyptian Joint exercise m 1994, 

General Joseph Hoar, head of U S Central Command stated “A.&? m this country 1s broken 

right non I’m not sure It’s workable for m major regional contingency ” General Fogleman, 

Chief of Stti of the &r Force admitted that he could not provide the an-M? required for two 

MRCs, stating “I can do one, but even here there are some heroic assumptions involved ‘y6 As the 

Umted States continues to close overseas faclhtles, strategic an-lift and seahft play mcreasmgly 

crltlcal roles m America’s ability to quickly and declslvely project power 

Another fimdamental drawback of the two-MRC philosophy 1s the slgmficant amount of 

resource dollars required to mamtam a “status quo” force structure - the dollars spent to man, 

operate and mamtam ewstmg forces as opposed to investments m force modermzatlon and 

recapita\ization Smce 1991 at least 20 major weapons systems programs have been termmated 

The rmhtary drawdown has reduced total budget outlays by 39 percent smce 1985 (the height of 

the Regan build-up) However, military procurement accounts have incurred a 71 percent 

decrease during the same time period 7 Tlzls negative trend continues as total DOD procurement 

dollars decreased from $44 1 bllhon m FY 94 to $43 4 bllhon m FY 97 As part of his 1995 

Chairman’s Program Assessment General Shahkashvlh specifically addressed his concern ok er the 

shortfall m procurement accounts, and requested a $60 bllhon dollar plus up begmnmg m FY 98 
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As a final pomt of reference, over 65 percent (S160 6 bllhon) of the 1996 defense budget pays 

manpower, operations and maintenance costs of ewstmq systems, utile less than 30 percent 

(S73 7 blihon) funds all DOD rmhtary research development and procurement programs 

The 1995 Strategic Assessment published by the Institute for Xatlonal Strategic Studies 

emphasized that current weapons procurement plans are not sufficient to mamtam a steady pace 

of modemlzatlon of the planned force * Ths report went on to say that m about 10 years, all 

services ~111 be faced with widespread obsolescence of major end items of equipment - attack 

helicopters, bombers, alrhfi an-craft and submarines Tlzls problem 1s exacerbated by cancellation 

of major follow-on system “buys” such as the Comanche armed reconnaissance helicopter, and 

delays of other programs such as the V-22 and the ArZezgh Burke class destroyer The 1995 

Strategic Assessment also raised the posslblhty of the dechnmg importance of mam battle 

platforms as centerpieces of the force structure Supportmg rationale for this statement includes 

the hugher vulnerablhty of large battle platforms to preaaon-guided murntlons As Important, the 

integration of advanced weapons and commumcatlonsisensmg systems - the rmhtary 

technological rebolutlon - 1s mcreasmgly the key to success m war and 1s independent of platform 

size Finally, the prohferatlon of weapons of mass dlstructlon makes dlsperslon of forces (smaller, 

cheaper platforms) preferable to smaller numbers of large, major platforms ’ 

The two-MRC mmdset held by BUR supporters 1s strongly influenced by the most recent 

‘MIX” data pomt - Operation Desert Storm Supporters tend to forget that Desert Storm was a 

resoundmq success because It was preceded bv Desert Shield With more than five months to 

stage and tram forces, and then fighting an enemy force situated m essentially m fixed posmons, 

Desert Storm memories tend to skew reality Whle many valuable lessons were learned from 

this operation however, key points must include (1) the amount of time to a&eve a posmon of 
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“dectsrve force”, (2) the failure of some aspects of the mobrhty equation such as the Crtrl Reserve 

An-fleet (C&IF), and (3) the U S was fortunate to fight a Saddam Hussein on terrain favorable to 

U S reconnarssance and power proJectron systems A Korean scenano 1s a srgmficantly different 

ammal - short response time, postured, confident opponent, dtffrcult, unfrrendly terrain 

How does the U S achieve needed force modermzatron m a resource-constrained world 

Given that Korea appears to be the most stressing scenarro, an alternative strategy could be to 

carefully focus (1) preserving sufficient present dav force structure to decrsrvely counter the 

Korean threat, (2) mamtammg a residual conventronal deterrence capabrhty (an- power/prectsron 

strike bemg the best candidates) against a second potential aggressor and (3) use monres normally 

programmed to support the “excess” force structure to fund an aggressive force modermzatron 

plan To support thrs alternative strategy a ‘ one MRC plus” force of 7-8 an-craft carriers, 6-7 

Army drvrsrons, 12-14 An- Force wmgs and 2 Marme drvrsrons IS suggested 

A Slightly Re-ShaDed Militarv Force 

The Umted States requnes rapidly deployable, efficient and lethal an, sea and land-based 

power proJectron forces to support the Xatronal Mrhtary Strategy As documented by Desert 

Storm, Ham, Bosma, Rwanda etc , post Cold-War operational tempos for all services have 

remained constant or increased, whrle available force structures contmue to decline Thrs 

steady/mcreasmg appetite for U S forces IS further exacerbated by decreases m overseas basing 

The end result IS aging forces that wrll continue to be over-tasked However, the U S should 

view the near-term world geostrategrc landscape as a window of opportumty - a timeframe 

lacking a competmg superpower -- to begin re-shaping nnhtary forces by usmg srgnrficant force 

structure trade-offs to fund the growth needed m research, development and procurement 

accounts, necessary to support an aggressive force modermzatron program This process ~111 
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result m a k capabllmes gap” - an mtenm period with a lo\+er number of deployable power 

projectlo? forces Another equally important supportmg rationale supportmg force structure 

trade-offs for force modermzatlon 1s that the current strategy of “mcremental modermzatlon” IS 

mefflclent and mastes scarce resource dollars for the follo\\mg reasons 

-- Procurement programs tend to be stretched out, resulting m higher “per umt” costs for 

end items due to longer exposure to inflation, lower annual inventory objectives and fixed 

mdustnal overheads (faclhtles, salaries, etc) 

-- The force structure composmon IS made up of a hlaher total number of different 

systems For example, the Navy will have F-14s, F/A-18s (four types) and JAST on earner flight 

decks Each of these aircraft have then- own peculiar trammg and support loglstlc “tails” 

-- Technology advances which could produce real manpower savings (one-third of the 

total DOD budget) cannot be f%lly embraced Under the current plan, any savings attnbuted to 

ths area ~11 probably be “m the margins ” 

To meet the “presence” component of the strategy, ways to provide adequate numbers of 

effective forward deployed force packages must be pursued For example, the Navy must shift 

away from the - carrier paradigm” and aggressn ely pursue transformmg Its carrier fleet mto 

smaller, cheaper platforms As a pomt of reference, a iVzmzt= class CV costs about five b&on 

dollars while a Ft’nsp class amphlblous assault ship costs slightly ocer one bllhon dollars More 

lmporta&ly, approximately 2800 people are required to man a CV while an LHD needs slightly 

under l.bOO personnel Thus should not be interpreted to mean that an LJXD 1s the same as a CV, 

but that by thmkmg “smaller” for sea-based power proJectlon platforms, an opportumty exists to 

increase inventory numbers, thereby provldmg for flexlbthty for meeting deployment demands 
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Concurrent ctlth the development of a smaller carrier, aggressne development of a STOL- 

capable Jomt Advanced Strike Technology (JAST) 1s required JAST offers the services the real 

opportutity to neck-down the total number of different tvues of fielded aircraft. thus achevmg 

slgmficant development, procurement, trammg and infrastructure sakmgs RADM Steldle, JAST 

Program beputy Director, states that JAST ~111 finally produce a stealthy attack aircraft for the 

Yavy after tuo failed attempts - the A-12 and the A/F-X lo JAST also prokldes a replacement 

an-frame for the hr Force’s F-16 and the Manne Corps AV-8B Of equal Importance, JAST 

Program Managers are cautiously optlrmstlc that “per umt” costs could come m about 30 percent 

lower than expected ($34-35 mllhon vice 50 rmlhon) due to improved manufacturmg techmques ” 

The Army and the An- Force must re-think how to provide close an- support Presently, 

the Army relies on An- Force A-10s to perform a rmsslon that ma3 be suitable for the A-64 

Apache Longbow with the Comanche helicopter protldmg targeting and force dlscrnnmatlon 

cues The present Comanche program IS essentially a “development only” program, with 

constrained procurement accounts precluding the fielding of operationally slgmficant number of 

aircraft Meanwhile the Au- Force continues to support another separate aircraft system (A-10) 

and the associated trammg, maintenance and loglstlcs support mfrastructures 

The Savy and the hr Force need to pursue alternatives to manned preclslon strike 

aircraft While cruise rmsslles represent one alternatlke, the hgh per-umt cost (Sl+ rmlhon per 

rmsslle) argues m favor of developing reusable platforms With slgmficant efforts underway to 

fiu-ther develop an unmanned aerial reticle (LAV) reconnaissance capablhtles such as Predator, 

the feast iY lhtj of a UAV strike capablhty should be tilly explored UAVs are cheaper to operate 

and mamtam because of the lack of platform systems dedicated to support and protect the pllot 

Ho\+ever. another slgmficant paradigm - the pilot at the tip of the spear - needs to be broken to 
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tilly mcorporate the capablhtles current technology UAi’s brmg to the battlefield There 1s 

evidence that a paradigm shift 1s ‘begmnmg” as Israel has launched a development program for a 

UAV that carnes rockets to intercept balhstlc mlsslles 

Adequate Seal& and An-lift wrll be the moblhty underpmnmgs of C S forces C-17 and 

large RO-RO hull requirements must be validated and then procured Gven smaller pouer 

proJectlon capablhtles, seahfi and an-lift represent true force multlphers Reliance on stop-gap 

programs such as CRAF to meet lift shortfalls 1s a non-starter As Important, Army, Marme and 

Ax Force pre-posltlon requirements must be met 

Aggressive pursuit of systems integration which provides the Ml spectrum of mformatlon 

dommance (surveillance, mtelhgence, commumcatlons, friendly/foe ldentlficatlon, and battle 

damage assessment) remam a top procurement objective Recently retired VCJCS, Adrmral Bill 

Owens’ “systems of systems” represents another, reusable force multlpher Owens has stated that 

lmprovmg battlefield Yidehty” 1s not really a budgetary issue as most of the systems are already 

fielded The real issue 1s tymg (integrating) single-service designed systems together ” 

The above paragraphs briefly touch on some selected ways to re-shape our forces Of 

greater importance 1s the approach employed to systematically take down force structure to pay 

for these programs The hlstoncal DOD “fax share” approach - nearly equal resource 

apportionment for each service - ~~111 not work Instead, a two-pronged approach whxh front- 

loads procurement of lo\\-nsk technology systems that provide the best warfightmg pay-off, 

coupled with a thorough re-e\ aluatlon of the current doctrinal approach to Jomt warfighting 1s 

recommended The Jomt Warfightnx Capablhtles Assessment (JWCz4j protldes the mechamsm 

to assess capablhtles and doctrine The recommendations of the JX7CA provide the baseline for 

procureinent declslons debeloped by the Joint Requirements Overaght Council (JROQ 
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The Need For a Revised Stratem 

The lunds of force structure transformatrons pre\ rously l-nghhghted cannot be supported 

until the two MRC focus of the current strategy. and the tradmonal Bay(s) the U S supports 

overseas deployed presence are changed By way of background mformation, when Secretary of 

Defense Ies Aspm began to advertise a ‘CC7ym-hold-wm” BUR philosophy, as a way to lust@ a 

carrier force structure of ten or less, the State Department weighed m on behalf of South Korea 

South Korean concerns over having to “hang on” while C S forces were engaged elsewhere were 

mstrumental m the State Department’s successful advocacy for a “wm-wm” strategy -- a two 

MRC force structure l3 With thrs sard and the reality of an outyear’s budget cerlmg, what specrtic 

changes are required to the current strategy’ 

First, careful articulation of the revised strategy ancJ rationale dnvmg changes must be 

provided to Congress, and then to key U S regional allies m Northeast Asia, Southwest Asia and 

Europe The pnncrple component of the new strategy is a fall back to a “wm-hold-wm” wrth one 

srgmficant change Should a Korean MRC occur, U S forces would begm rapid closure on the 

region Stmultaneously, a contmgency power proJectron force (land and sea-based aqower, 

augmented with a lnmted number of ground troops) would be deployed to the Persian Gulf to 

preempttvely counter an Iraq or Iran incursion mto fnendly Gulf states, preserving C S access to 

the region’s or1 sources Should a Southwest Asia MRC erupt, a solar kmd of contmgency 

augment force could be provided to Korea However, the U S already mamtams a srgmficant 

sea. an and ground based presence m the region Effectively, Korea would accept this strategy 

while werghmg m the long term, the continued value of U S leadershp and frlendshp Posltlve 

U S actions vrs-a-vrs a steady level of defense spending would to a certain extent allay Korean 

concerns 
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Second, the classic ways the U S prolqdes oterseas presence through routme 

deployments must continue to evolve It 1s important to note that trends are already established 

regarding both forward deployed force composltlon and degrees of coverage For example, U S 

Cold War earner presence m the Mediterranean theater and the Q’estem Pacific was contmuous 

During t$e early 1980’s the Indian Ocean was added to the equation The post-Cold War era and 

Desert Storm saw a fiu-ther shift of “presence” mto the Persian Gulf AOR With the level of 

forces reductions advocated m this paper to support recapltahzatlon programs, larger coverage 

.-gaps’ and smaller force composltlons would become the norm While not optimum, these trade 

offs are necessary to presene the force for MRCs, and mamtam acceptable operational tempos 

In essence, U S presence would be maintained through rotations of ships, aircraft and troops, 

with a larger ‘-duty force” designated to respond to an emergent contingency This concept of 

forward presence would be faclhtated by ever-lmprokmg C41 archtectures that enable both 

forward and rear echelon elements of the “force” to retam vlslblhty on the designated area of 

operations The trade-off 1s response time 

Political Fallout and Conclusions 

Three major constltuencles, Congress, Industry and L’ S cltlzens, must to considered as a 

pohcq shtft of ths magnitude 1s formulated and Implemented First, all attempts must be made to 

hate the majonty of Congress “buy in* to this process, emphaazmg that the process has two 

major elements -- a strategic shift and a force structure transformation As expected, some 

members will be reluctant to take down the force on the prormse that It ~111 reappear m a different 

form Alternatlkely, other members ~111 view the process as an opportumty to sh& more DOD 

dollars into domestic programs A close partnershp with the second pohtlcal constituency -- 

Industry -- prokldes a mechanism to work congressional issues Without question, C S mdustnes 
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would stl ongl) faker a force recapltahzatlon program of this magnitude Thn-d, this strategy must 

be carefUlly sold to the L S public In two slgmficant ways -- taxes and sons and daughters 

electing to serve m the armed forces - L’ S taxpayers proklde cntlcal support At the nsk of 

sounding tnvlal, candor 1s usually the best approach with ths constituency Wlvle the kote will 

agam be rmxed, Desert Storm should be the pnnclple pomt of reference to demonstrate the value 

of a strong, competent rmlitary -- one that can provide a declslke force, acheve a quick victory 

and mmmlze the cost m human terms 

In the final analysis, there are an mfimte number of weapons systems recapltahzatlon 

varlatlons that provide a modern, technologically supenor force In essence, the U S 1s 

proceeding down a course of “m the margins” systems improvements However, the rate of 

progress and amount of resources comnutted are msufflclent to acheve the degree of 

modermzatlon required Recently, all of the Service Chefs were asked by Representative Floyd 

Spence, Chairman of the House National Secunty Comrmttee, for their \lews on the amount of 

addltlonal money required by each service m the 1997 defense budget The Army asked for an 

addltlonal S7 b&on, Savy and hr Force followed with about S3 bllhon each, with the Marines 

saying they needed another $2 bllhon When queried concernmg the adequacy of a $38 9 bllhon 

procurement account for FY 97, General Shahkashvlh testified that the services should be 

spending around S60 bllhon dollars a year on procurement starting m 1998 Secretary Perry 

testified that whle S60 b&on was a goal, they could not hope to acheve this target until around 

2001 l4 However, mth an essentially flat budget for the foreseeable fLture, agmficant force 

structure trade offs will be required to support the kinds of procurement goals desired by the Jomt 

Chiefs 
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Again, a window of opportunity does exist as there 1s currently no other world power 

which possesses a comparable level of nuhtary power However, It IS unreasonable to expect that 

this sltuatlon 1~11 be the norm for the long term As Important, the present force structure 1s 

msufliclent to meet the stated requirement. and needed modermzatlon Dromams are bema delaved 

mto order to “sustam” the force Finally, the U S exerts slgmficant world influence and 

leadership through the routme employment of rmhtary forces Mamtammg the vlablhty, “threat 

relevance” and agility of this force over the long term, requrres mnovatlve solutions and the 

acceptance of some degree of risk to a&eve the kmd of force structure desired m the titure 
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